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On June 6, the lower house of the Russian Par-
liament (State Duma) voted 243 to 125 in favor 
of legislation to allow the importation of spent 
nuclear fuel into the country for disposal.  The 
bill is also expected to win the approval of the 
upper chamber of the Russian Parliament 
(Federation Council), which is made up of re-
gional leaders.  Russian President Vladimir 
Putin is expected to then sign the bill into law. 
The controversial legislation would change cur-
rent Russian laws barring the importation of 
radioactive waste into Russia, thereby allowing 
the Russia Ministry of Atomic Energy to pur-
sue billions of dollars worth of contracts for the 
disposal of spent fuel from a variety of coun-
tries like, Japan, Taiwan, Switzerland, Ger-
many, Spain, Korea and China.  The U.S. gov-
ernment has remained officially neutral on the 
issue. 
Under the plan, Russia would import approxi-
mately 1,000 tones of spent nuclear fuel per 
year.  The imported fuel would be stored until  
 

2021, during which time Russia would upgrade 
its reprocessing facilities with money earned 
from the program.  
In response to the vote, Greenpeace called on 
U.S. President George Bush to veto any ship-
ments of spent fuel originating in the US to 
Russia.  This, according to Greenpeace offi-
cials, could cause the entire program to col-
lapse.  

SPENT FUEL TO RUSSIA? 
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Iowa is geographically located in the US 
such that many shipments of radioactive 
waste shipments travel over its three major 
interstate highways.  The Iowa Department 
of Public Health decided to institute a pro-
gram to create funds for the proper response 
in case of an accident involving the transpor-
tation of radioactive waste in Iowa. 
The Iowa Board of Health on 14 March 
adopted a rule imposing fees for the transport 
of both high-level and low-level radioactive 
waste across the State of Iowa. 
The rule is stated as follows (Iowa Adminis-
trative Code Chapter 641-38.8(11): 
 
1. All shippers of waste containing radio-
active materials transporting waste across 
Iowa shall pay the following fee(s) unless the 
agency is able to obtain funding from an-
other source (like a federal agency).  
• $1,750 per truck for each truck shipment 

of spent nuclear fuel, high-level radioac-
tive waste or transuranic waste travers-
ing the state or any portion thereof.  Sin-
gle cask truck shipments are subject to a 
surcharge of $5 per mile for every mile 
over 250 miles for the first truck in each 
shipment. 

• $250 per truck for transport of low-level 
radioactive waste. 

• $1250 for the first cask and $100 for 
each additional cask for each rail ship-
ment of spent nuclear fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste or transuranic waste 
traversing the state or any portion 
thereof. 

• $250 for the first rail car and $50 for 
each additional rail car in the train for 
transport of low-level radioactive waste. 

2. All fees must be received by the  Dept.  
        of Public Health prior to shipment. 

 
The rule was to go into effect on 9 May 
2001, but has been deferred for 90 days.   
The American Council of Users of Radioac-
tive Waste has asked that the rule be re-
scinded on the basis that the US Department 
of Transportation and Nuclear Regulatory 
Agency already regulate transport.  The 
council also states that it is unfair to single 
out these shipments which prove safer than 
hazardous material shipments and that there 
is already funding available from the federal 
level. 
The Iowa Department of Health responded 
that  Iowa is an NRC Agreement State and 
that US Department of Transportation only 
regulates the packaging, marking, labeling 
and placarding of radioactive shipments.  A 
single radwaste accident can present a public 
health situation affecting crops, livestock and 
groundwater.  Funding will go to the county 
emergency level.   They also stated that the 
rule will not be rescinded. 
Maine, unlike Iowa, doesn’t have a large vol-
ume of interstate transportation of radioac-
tive waste.  The volume Maine does have is 
produced in-state.   
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Special points of interest: 

• Low Level Radioactive Waste 
and Materials in Maine 

• Decommissioning of  Maine 
Yankee Atomic Power Plant 

• Radioactive Waste Management  

• High Level Radioactive Waste 

 

NEXT MEETING OF THE 
ACORWD is on the morning of 25 
SEPT 2001 in room 109 of the State 
Office Bldg.  Check the Website or 
call for details on time and agenda. 
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tion Pilot Plant (WIPP). 
Current law states that WIPP 
is limited to accepting tran-
suranic waste from DOE de-
fense activities.  Disposal at 
WIPP would require a con-
gressional amendment of 
both the LLWPA provisions 
and WIPP legislation. 
This year Maine will have its 
own GTCC storage facility to 
store the pieces of the 
stainless steel core shroud 
from Maine Yankee’s nuclear 
reactor.  The Independent 
Spent Fuel Storage Installa-
tion (ISFSI) will store spent 
fuel as well as the plant’s 
GTCC. 
Four of the sixty-four storage 
containers in the ISFSI will 
contain GTCC until DOE 
finds a solution for disposal, 
which could be 10-50 years 
or more in the future. 
The potential exists that a 
safely operating ISFSI could 
also in time become the solu-
tion. 
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G T C C ,  D O E ’ S  BURDEN OR MAINE’ S  ? 

and running after melting a Cs -
137 device on Friday the 13th 
of July, 2001. The steel mill 
had to be shut down for more 
than 24 days for decontamina-
tion.  The associated cost are 
some good reasons why a dis-
posal or recycling facility 
would want to be able to insure 
there is no undetected radioac-
tive material at their facility (e.
g. a truck monitor): 
The estimated cost was $4 mil-
lion for the cleanup contractor, 
$4-5 million lost in production 
and business with additional 
cost for transportation and dis-
posal.  The total cost was $12 
million. 
Things that had to happen to get 

the plant back in operation  
were: 
Initial emergency response by 
Florida Bureau of Radiation 
Control and the Mobile Emer-
gency Response Laboratory, 
Reciprocity of Tennessee li-
cense for Duratek to perform 
work in Florida. Development 
of health and safety plans and 
approval by Florida State offi-
cials, characterization of af-
fected areas, construction of 
special buffer boxes to be 
used between super vacuum 
trucks and intermodal con-
tainers, lease of 4 super 
sucker trucks with massive 

Radioactive waste that is 
identified is disposed of in 
special landfills.  Some-
times radioactive waste is 
not identified and enters 
other waste streams.  Waste 
of this nature is generally 
Normally Occurring Radio-
active Material (NORM) 
that is disposed of by un-
knowing individuals.  How-
ever, we must be ready for 
the rare missing device.  
Often these items are asso-
ciated with scrap metal.  
Recently a steel mill, Ame r-
isteel-Baldwin, located near 
Jacksonville, Florida experi-
enced such a nightmare.  
The mill is finally back up 
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Greater than Class C 
(GTCC) is radioactive waste 
that is, as the name says, 
greater than the traditional 
A, B and C.  Current dis-
posal sites only accept A, B 
and C, therefore GTCC has 
no place to go. 
The Department of Energy 
(DOE) inherited the burden 
of GTCC in 1995 when 
Congress made DOE re-
sponsible for disposing of 
radioactive waste that ex-
ceeds NRC’s limits for 
Class C waste under the 
Low-Level Waste Policy 
Act (LLWPA). 
GTCC is defined in 10 CFR 
61.55 and includes relatively 
few specified radionuclides 
above certain concentration 
levels.  These include car-
bon-14, nickel-59 in acti-
vated metals, niobium-94, 
technetium-99, iodine-129, 
plutonium-241, curie -242, 
alpha emitting tranuranics 
with a half-life greater than 
five years, strontium-90 and 

cesium-137. 
One major concern of DOE 
is activated metals from nu-
clear utilities, mainly vari-
ous stainless steel comp o-
nents from within the reac-
tor. 
DOE has no plans to store 
GTCC from nuclear power 
plants.  Under the depart-
ment’s current policy, utili-
ties will store their GTCC 
under NRC regulations. 
DOE has funds in its fiscal 
year 2002 budget to begin 
Environmental Impact State-
ment on GTCC disposal op-
tions.  DOE expects to issue 
its statement intent notice 
late in FY’02, and begin 
preparation for FY’03. 
Potential disposal alterna-
tives include disposal in a 
high-level waste repository; 
disposal in an intermediate 
to deep facility such as a 
drilled bore-hole; storage of 
some material for decay and 
later disposal; and possible 
disposal at the Waste Isola-

 

All meetings of the Advisory Com-
mission are open to the public.  The 
commission meets 4-6 times a year 
to discuss  LLW and decommis-
sioning issues.  Meeting dates can 

be found at our website or call Tom 
Hillman at 207-287-8401 for the 
next meeting time or to be placed 
on the meeting notification list. 

       Will a $5 cover it? 
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RADON  

Many consumers who are disturbed by 
the cost of professionally installed ra-
don mitigation systems seek alternative 
methods of sealing their basements 
from radon entry.  An internet search 
will yield many companies and prod-
ucts, some of which will claim to be 
cheaper and as effective or more effec-
tive in reducing the radon levels in 
your home. These companies and 
products have not been tested and 
proven as viable alternatives to the fan 
based systems.  
 
The EPA advises that 
sealants have not been 
proven to be a perma-
nent solution for this 
problem. 
 
Typically what occurs after using one 
of these products, is a temporary re-
duction in radon levels which gives the 
homeowner a sense of false security. 
Years later when the owner tests his 
home again (as recommended by the 
EPA) he finds that the radon concen-

tration has returned to the level ob-
served prior to the application of the 
sealant, and that the homes occupants 
had probably been exposed to this level 
for many years.  
 
A fan based radon system is the most 
efficient, most affordable technology to 
date, for reducing indoor radon levels in 
your home.  The EPA has published 
detailed standards and specifications for 
the installation of these systems, which 
the state of Maine has adopted and en-
forces. The individuals and firms who 
perform the installations of these sys-
tems have received training, passed an 
extensive written exam, and have regis-
tered with the State of Maine Radiation 
Control Program’s Radon Section as a 
Radon Service Provider. Additionally, 
the company advertising a radon ser-
vice which is not registered with our 
department, is in violation of Maine’s 
Radon Registration Act.  
 
One of the primary functions of our of-
fice is to inform the public of the major 
health risk of long-term exposure to 
elevated levels of radon in their indoor 
environment, and the need to reduce 
levels to minimize the risk of radon in-

duced lung cancer.  Our opinions are 
not biased toward one product or an-
other other, but are formed by the re-
view of empirical and scientific evi-
dence of a product’s or a technology’s 
ability to permanently reduce radon lev-
els. 
  
 
 EPA advises that seal-
ants should only be used 
in conjunction with an 
active radon mitigation 
system.  
 
 
If you are intrigued enough by any of 
these alternative radon reduction prod-
ucts or methods to the point that you are 
considering purchasing them, please call 
our Radon Section to discuss the effi-
cacy of the alternative method before 
doing so. We would be pleased to dis-
cuss with you, your radon concerns and 
the best radon reduction strategy for 
your individual needs.   

hoses, lease of air conditioning units 
(temperature in ductwork was 140 
degrees F.) lease/purchase of intermo-
dal containers and rollback hoppers 
for dust containment, purchase of all 
filter bags for all 4 baghouses, lease of 
shower facilities and personnel decon 
facilities, PPE decon facility, lease of 
mobile lab, hiring of more than 100 
outside rad-workers who also were 
HAZWOPER certified, lease of 
whole-body counter, complete bio of 
employees, disassembly of equipment, 
physical removal or decontamination 
of all affected areas, removal/re-

installation of all filter bags in bag-
house compartments, final site reme-
diation survey conducted by Duratek, 
Florida confirmation survey, and reas-
sembly of equipment." 
Monitoring equipment costs are con-
siderably less than those for clean-up.  
 
Scrap metal facilities in Maine often 
have this same nightmare in a smaller 
scale.  They have railcar loads re-
turned due to rejection at out-of –state 
receivers at their cost.  Loads must 
then be examined for the offending 

material and disposed of.  The total 
cost can run into the thousands of dol-
lars per event. 
The installation of a truck monitor can 
single out loads with radioactive 
metal, but the found material must 
then be properly disposed of.   

 

NIGHTMARE Continued from page 2 

Where did I leave 
that source?  It was 

just here! 

IMPORTANT CONSUMER NOTICE: 


